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Revaluing readers while
readers revalue themselves:
Retrospective Miscue

Analysis

Retrospective Miscue Analysis
(RMA) is an instructional strategy
that invites readers to reflect on their
own reading process. In this article,
Goodman explains several
variations on the RMA strategy:.

or the last 10 years I have been research-
Fing a reading instructional strategy
called Retrospective Miscue Analysis
(RMA). As I have been writing articles and
monographs about RMA (Y. Goodman &
Marek, 1989, in press), I have begun to real-
ize how my interest in exploring RMA is built
on and grew out of my earlier work in miscue
analysis and kidwatching. My involvement in
miscue analysis resulted from my interest in
understanding how young people learn to
read. As part of miscue analysis, I realized that
readers’ beliefs about themselves as readers
often influence their literacy development. As
I realized the importance of such observations
of students’ reading, I coined the term kid-
watching (Y. Goodman, 1978, 1985).
Although the concept of informed obser-
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vations of students’ learning experiences is not
new, I wanted to legitimatize the importance
of knowledgeable teachers” ongoing evalua-
tions of their students’ learning experiences.
Learning from careful observation is basic to
all scientific endeavors; learning from our stu-
dents as we watch them learn is important not
only for the planning of curriculum and in-
struction but also for constantly expanding our
knowledge about teaching and learning. Kid-
watching is equally necessary for researchers
and teacher educators.

One experience during a longitudinal mis-
cue study of my daughter Wendy's reading
when she was 7 years old exemplifies the
experiences that eventually led me to retro-
spective miscue analysis. (Wendy is now an
experienced teacher in the Tucson Unified
School District.) She was reading a realistic
fiction account of a group of children visiting
a live animal museum called Let'’s Go to the
Museum. Wendy read maximum for museum
each of the six times it occurred throughout
the text, intoning it as a noun. In her retelling,
after the reading, she kept telling me about the
live animal maximum that the children had vis-
ited as she thoroughly discussed the events
and characters in the story. I asked her what
she thought a live animal maximum was. She
responded quite confidently that she thought
the word might be museum and “animals live
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in museums except, most of the times, when
they live in museums, they’re dead and
stuffed.” So she decided the word couldn’t be
museum and tried maximum instead. It was ob-
vious that she knew that the word wasn’t max-
imum so we talked about how sometimes
words are used in unusual ways and that read-
ers have to decide, like she did, whether to use
the word they think it is even if it doesn’t make
sense or to try something else. I remember
thinking how confusing it was that the author
would write about a live animal museum; I
didn’t have a schema for it either. Ironically,
both Wendy and I have spent almost 20 years
in a city with the famous Arizona Sonoran
Desert Museum that includes live animals in
its displays.

When I revisit my early experiences with
miscue analysis research, I realize that Wendy
and I both learned more about the reading
process during our discussion than we had
known previously. We became aware of the
importance of the reader’s background and ex-
perience. We realized that readers make deci-
sions and problem solve as they read. I learned
that I could discuss reading and the reading
process with a young child. And I gained ad-
ditional support for the results from miscue
analysis research (Allen & Watson, 1977)
about the importance of substitutions, even un-
usual ones, because substitutions act as syn-
tactic or grammatical placeholders that pro-
vide support for readers to continue to make
sense as they read.

In all kidwatching, including miscue analy-
sis, the observer’s beliefs influence what he or
she understands from the observation. As
Piaget is often quoted as saying, we see what
we know, we do not just know what we see.
Our perceptions are influenced by our concep-
tions: our beliefs and our knowledge about the
world. So kidwatching is more than merely
looking, and miscue analysis and RMA are
more than listening to kids read. Both involve
seeing based on knowledge and understanding
about development and language. Therefore, if
teachers and researchers are to fully examine
students’ miscues and their unique retellings,
they need to be aware of the understandings
about the reading process that emanate from
miscue analysis research and theory (Y.
Goodman, Watson, & Burke, 1987). At the
same time, examining miscues and asking
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“what knowledge do these readers have about
language and the reading process that causes
them to make these miscues” provide informa-
tion about readers and the reading process that
informs the planning of reading instruction and
the development of curriculum (Y. Goodman &
Burke, 1980; K. Goodman, Bird, & Y.
Goodman, 1990, 1992).

Retrospective miscue analysis

From the beginnings of my wondering
about how kids such as Wendy read, I have ob-
served readers with the belief that everything
readers do is caused by their knowledge—their
knowledge of the world, their knowledge of
language, and what they believe about read-
ing and the reading process.

Miscue analysis, first developed by Kenneth
Goodman (1969) helped me construct my
views about reading. I have spent years re-
searching miscue analysis with teachers and

learning from them how their knowledge
about miscue analysis influences their devel-
oping understandings about the reading
process and their teaching of reading. Teachers
often say that once they have participated in
doing a complete miscue analysis of one of
their own students, they never listen to a kid
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read in the same way. They become aware that
miscues reveal the strategies kids use when
they read and the knowledge kids have about
language. Miscues show the degree to which
readers use the graphophonic (including phon-
ics), syntactic, and semantic/pragmatic lan-
guage systems. Teachers come to realize that
most readers self-correct only those miscues
that are disruptive to reading and do not usu-
ally self-correct predictions that make sense as
the reader is constructing a meaningful text.
Miscue analysis provides teachers with a lens
through which to observe the reading process.
Over time they learn to discover patterns of
miscues that reveal readers’ linguistic and cog-
nitive strengths as well as those that need sup-
port from the teacher. Because of teachers’
interest in miscue analysis and discussing their
insights with their students, I have become in-
terested in involving students themselves in
the miscue analysis process. I call readers’ re-
flection on their own reading process retro-
spective miscue analysis (RMA).

Over the last decade, with teachers and
graduate students, I have been researching

Everything readers do is caused by their
knowledge—their knowledge of the
world, their knowledge of language, and
what they believe about reading and the
reading process.
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strategies that involve readers in evaluating
their own reading process (Y. Goodman &
Marek, in press). Research into the use of RMA
procedures develops understandings about how
readers make shifts in their views about the
reading process and in themselves as readers as
a result of examining the power of their own
miscues. Revaluing themselves as readers often
leads to greater reading proficiency. We have
learned about these processes by engaging in
conversations with readers as they examine
their miscues and talk about the reading strate-
gies and the language they use.
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Many readers, even in graduate classes,
have built negative views about themselves as
readers. Such readers believe that it is cheating
to skip words, that slow reading is evidence of
poor reading, and that good readers (something
they can never call themselves) know every
word and remember everything that they read.
Through RMA, readers “demythify” the read-
ing process as they discover that reading isn’t
a mysterious process about which they
“haven’t a clue.” They come to value them-
selves as learners with knowledge. They begin
to realize that they can question authors and not
believe everything that is in print. They become
critical of what they are reading and confident
to make judgments about the way a published
text is written and the quality of the work.

At the same time, they demystify the
process as they discover that they already use
reading strategies and language cues in ways
that can help them become even more profi-
cient as readers, especially as they acknowl-
edge what they can do. They build a more
realistic view of how readers read than they
held before and become aware that reading is
more than calling words accurately and reading
fluently. They realize that a mythical perfection
and recall of every item in a text is not the goal
of reading. They come to understand that read-
ing is a meaning-making, constructive process
influenced by their own investment in and con-
trol over that process. They learn that all read-
ers miscue and transform the published text as
they read, constructing a text parallel to that of
the author (K. Goodman, 1994). They are of-
ten amazed to discover that proficient readers
also skip words, phrases, sentences, para-
graphs, and sometimes even pages, not neces-
sarily reading from the first page of a work to
the last, and that it is not cheating to do so.

The RMA process helps readers become
aware that they are better readers than they
think they are. Ken Goodman (in press) has
termed this process revaluing. Readers who
revalue themselves become confident and
willing to take risks.

At the same time that we conduct research
on RMA, we are involved in the use of RMA
as an instructional strategy since many of the
researchers with whom we work are classroom
teachers. In this article, I focus on ways to
involve readers, especially readers who are
considered to be or consider themselves to be



troubled readers, to participate in retrospective
miscue analysis in classroom settings.

Planned Retrospective Miscue
Analysis: An instructional tool

I used and researched a number of differ-
ent instructional settings for retrospective
miscue analysis. In this article, I discuss two
such settings. In the first, RMA is a planned
experience during which students ask ques-
tions about their miscues by listening to their
own audiotaped readings as they follow a
typescript of what they have read. This is done
in a face-to-face conference between teacher
and student or in small groups usually with
the teacher as one member of the group. The
second setting is in the classroom when there
are specific moments in a school day during a
variety of curricular experiences during which
RMA is an incidental reading instructional
strategy. During these critical teaching or
learning moments either the students or the
teacher decide to engage in talk about miscues
and the reading process.

In order to organize for observational analy-
sis of miscues, a traditional reading miscue in-
ventory (RMI) (Y. Goodman et al., 1987) is col-
lected. In this procedure, a reader reads a whole
text orally without any help from others and
retells the story or article after the reading. The
RMI is tape-recorded. After the RMI has been
collected, the teacher/researcher can take two
different roads to planned retrospective miscue
analysis. If a reader lacks confidence or has a
teacher who believes the reader is not successful,
the teacher/researcher may decide to preselect
the miscues. For readers who generally are con-
sidered to be average or better readers, the
teacher may involve the reader or readers in an
examination of the whole reading from the be-
ginning of the text during the RMA session. The
decision about which procedure to follow de-
pends on the teacher’s purpose, taking into con-
sideration the age and confidence level of the
students. I discuss each of these possibilities sep-
arately.

Teacher selection of miscues. To preselect
miscues, teachers first mark the miscues on a
typescript of the material. They then analyze the
quality of the miscues, searching for patterns
that highlight each reader’s abilities in using
reading strategies and that reveal the reader’s
knowledge of the language cueing systems.

Revaluing readers while readers revalue themselves: Retrospective Miscue Analysis

The teacher sets up a series of RMA ses-
sions with the student after selecting five to
seven miscues for a 40-minute session and
planning the sequence of miscue presentation.
The student reads a new selection for RMI
purposes after each RMA session in order to
demonstrate changes in reading strategies over
time and to have new miscues for discussion
purposes. At these sessions, it is helpful to
have two tape recorders. One is used to listen
to the recording of the original reading, and the
second one is used to record the RMA session
in order to keep track of the student’s changes
in attitudes and beliefs.

The initial sessions are planned to help

readers realise that they are using
strategies that support their meaning

construction as they read.

The teacher selects miscues initially to
demonstrate that the reader is making very
good or smart miscues. The initial sessions are
planned to help readers realize that they are us-
ing strategies that support their meaning con-
struction as they read. For example, teachers
initially select high-quality substitution mis-
cues that result in syntactically and semanti-
cally acceptable sentences and make little
change in the meaning of the text. (The reader
in the following examples is Armando, who
will be introduced later.)

Text: All T have to do is move this stick up and

down so the cream will turn into butter.

Reader; All I have to do is move this stick up and
down. Soon the cream will turn into butter.

Or the teacher selects word or phrase omission
miscues where the reader has retained the syn-
tactic and semantic acceptability of the sentence.

Text: What do you do all day while I am away
cutting wood...

Reader: What do you do all day while I'm cutting
wood.

Or the teacher selects miscues that show good
predictions followed by self-correction strate-
gies only when necessary.
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Text: The big pig ran around and around the
room.

Reader: The big pig ran out.... (self-corrects to)
around and around the room.

During subsequent RMA sessions, the
teacher selects more complex miscue patterns
that may show disruption to meaning con-
struction. Examples include miscues that the
reader unsuccessfully attempts to self-correct
at first, but eventually reads as expected. The
teacher and student examine each instance and
discuss the cues the reader uses and what
strategies eventually led to the expected re-
sponse. During the discussions about the mis-
cues, the teacher helps the reader to explore
the reasons for the miscues and to see how
knowledge of language and reading strategies
can help resolve any problems encountered in
the text.

The following questions help guide the
discussion with the reader:

Does the miscue make sense? Or sound

like language?

Did you correct? Should it have been cor-

rected?

Does the word in the text look like the

word substituted? Does it sound like it?

Why did you make the miscue?

Did it affect your understanding of the

story/article?

Why do you think so? How do you know?

The following conversations between a
teacher and Armando, a seventh-grade student
whose miscues were used for the above exam-
ples, provide examples of these discussions.

Teacher:  Did what you did make sense?

Armando: Yes.

Teacher:  Should you have corrected it?

Armando: Yes.

Teacher: Why?

Armando: Because it didn't make sense with

around and around.

Teacher: Why do you think you read ran out be-

fore you corrected it?

Armando: Because I thought he ran out of the

house, like the woodman scared him out
of the house.

Of all the readers with whom we worked in
a research study of seventh graders (Y.
Goodman & Flurkey, in press), Armando was
most reluctant to talk about his strengths and
abilities, yet at the same time he was able to
discuss issues of language and the reading
process with his teacher.

Text: Then he climbed down from the roof.
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Armando: Then the... (self-corrects) Then he
climbed down from the roof.
Teacher: Did your miscue make sense?
Armando: No.
Teacher: Why not?
Armando: Because it wouldn't say he or she climbed
down.
Teacher: Why did you miscue?
Armando: I probably thought something else was
going to happen.
The teacher’s discussions with Armando pro-
vide evidence that many readers believe in the
efficacy of the text. Through RMA discussions
readers have the opportunity to demystify the
power of the author and to consider their own
roles as active readers. After a number of
RMA sessions, Tomds, another seventh grader,
begins to understand that he has the right to
construct meaning.
Text: I'm sure somebody left it here because
it’s boring.
Tomds:  I'm sure somebody let it to be because
it's so boring.
Tomids:  It’s so boring (commenting on what he

heard).
Teacher: OK. Let’s talk about that one.
Tomds:  ...It's so boring....there’s more expres-

sion with so boring. "Cause if you put,
it’s boring, you don’t know what’s bor-
ing really.... But if you say so, then he
must be really bored, so it sounds better.

Teacher:  Did that miscue change the meaning of
the sentence?

Tomds:  No, it made it better, I think.

Teacher: Now let’s listen to something else that
happened in the sentence (rewinds the
tape and listens again).

Tomds:  Left it to be... T guess I was reading,
predicting the words [that] are going to
come up. Left it to be (laughs). It’s
like... I think it makes sense. Left it to
be... because to be means like let be
...like some older talk, like let the snake
be or like let the animal be.

Teacher: Is that what you were thinking?

Tomds:  Yeah, like let it be. If it was there, don’t
touch it.

Teacher: Someone let it be because it was so bor-

ing.

Tomds:  Yeah.... And I guess I have a lot of stuff
in here in my brain and I guess some-
times some words get mixed up,...and
then sometimes it sounds OK in a way.

Students select their own miscues for dis-
cussion. If students are involved in the total
process, including selecting the miscues to be
discussed, the teacher doesn’t have much prepa-
ration prior to the RMA session. This procedure
is especially supportive of students revaluing
themselves when two or more readers partici-
pate (Costello, 1992, in press; Worsnop, in
press). In this case, one student volunteers to



let the others listen to his or her audiotaped
reading and retelling. Students work on their
own in groups of up to four for about 30 min-
utes. After the students become experienced
with the procedures, the teacher is involved
only during the last few minutes to answer
questions or to raise issues that push students
to consider aspects of their reading they may
not have attended to. Sarah Costello (1992, in
press) calls this procedure Collaborative Retro-
spective Miscue Analysis (CRMA).

Any listener can stop the recorder when he
or she hears something that is unexpected.
Using the term unexpected response is in keep-
ing with the notion that miscues are not mis-
takes but unexpected responses that occur for
a variety of linguistic and cognitive reasons.
When the tape recorder stops, students deter-
mine whether a miscue has occurred and then
talk about the nature of the miscue. Students
ask the reader questions similar to the ones
asked in the previous procedures: Why did you
make the miscue? Did you correct it? Should
you have corrected it? Does the miscue make
sense and sound like language? If it is a substi-
tution miscue, does it look like the word or
phrase for which it is substituted? Sometimes,
these questions are on a form the students use.
However, if the students participate in the pro-
cedure over a period of time, it is important to
not allow the form to become formulaic and
followed without thoughtful discussion.

If the teacher is not continuously part of
the collaborative RMA group, he or she often
presents strategy lessons to the whole class
during which the students discuss the nature of
the reading process (Y. Goodman & Burke,
1980). Through examples of miscue patterns,
the teacher helps readers understand that not
all miscues need to be corrected. The teacher
helps the readers know that there are high-
quality miscues that retain the syntactic and se-
mantic acceptability of the text that indicate
sophisticated reading. Through analysis and
discussion of miscue patterns, the teacher
highlights how readers predict and confirm
and points out how the miscues reveal the
reader’s knowledge about the language cue-
ing systems and reading strategies. The teacher
engages the class in additional strategy lessons
(Y. Goodman, Watson, & Burke, 1996) about
the reading process. For example, it is easy to
show readers that they are predicting when a
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strategy lesson is planned by choosing a cohe-
sive section of a text that has an important re-
peated noun or verb omitted throughout. By
using such selected slotting strategy lessons,
the teacher explores with the students how
they use their knowledge about the world and
about language as they read.

The following is a transcript of a group of
seventh graders as they focus on one miscue
during a collaborative RMA session (Costello,
1992):

Text: He stood in the hall gasping for breath.

Carolyn: He stood in the hall gasping for his
breath.

Carolyn: Gasping for his breath instead of air.

Jose: No, you said gasping for his breath.

Carolyn: Butit’s air.

Kirb: Where?

Jose: You didn’t say air.

Carolyn: Oh.

Kirb: Where is air? It’s supposed to be breath.

Carolyn: OK. Who wants to tell me the answers:
This is my miscue.
Terry: Does it make sense?

Jose: It does make sense!
Kirb: It doesn’'t make sense there. I mean do
you gasp for breath?

Carolyn: Gasping for HIS breath! Does the mis-
cue make sense? Yes, it does. I just

added his.
Kirb: It means the same thing.
Carolyn:  No, I shouldn’t have changed it.
Kirb: It would have been a waste of time.

Carolyn: What I said makes more sense. Why do
I think I made this miscue? Because I
was predicting.
Carolyn made an additional miscue in listen-
ing to herself read. She thinks the text reads
“gasping for air” and that she said “gasping for
his breath.” The group discusses this and then
focuses on the acceptability of the miscue in
the context of the story.

Involving students in planned sessions dur-
ing which they become expert at talking about
miscues and the reading process works suc-
cessfully with students in upper elementary
grades, middle schools, and secondary schools
and with adults who do not value themselves as
readers. For all ages, however, it is helpful to
recognize the power of discussing miscues and
how students read incidentally throughout the
school day during appropriate moments.

Retrospective Miscue Analysis and
critical moment teaching

The teachers with whom I work in using
retrospective miscue analysis are masters at
making the most out of the critical moments
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that emerge whenever students ask serious
questions about their reading. Students begin
to talk seriously about the process of reading
when their responses are treated with respect
during discussions. An Australian fifth grader
in a classroom where exploring the reading
process is a common daily practice discussed
his reading with me, showing me how he uses
different language cues in order to understand
what he is reading. At one point, he said in a
confident and serious manner, “If you don’t
know what it is—you have a go at it.”

The RMA critical moment teaching often
takes place in a matter of a few minutes as the
teacher supports the reader’s move toward new
understandings. The learner experiences an in-
tuitive leap (Bruner, 1977)—the insightful
“aha” moment. Critical learning/teaching mo-
ments can happen whenever teachers or stu-
dents read aloud in the class, whenever the
students ask questions about what they are
reading or why the author has chosen to write
in a certain way as they are struggling with
new concepts or challenging language.

I credit teachers, as my colleagues in re-
search and curriculum planning, for having
taught me much about involving students in
self-reflection of their miscues. I want the role
of these teachers/researchers explicit because
they have continuously influenced my own
professional development and theoretical
understandings of the reading process (Y.
Goodman & Marek, in press). The most im-
portant learnings in classrooms are often the
result of a critical teaching moment recognized
and supported by a knowledgeable and suc-
cessful classroom teacher. Teacher educators
and researchers in universities and colleges
need to help teachers and administrators value
the importance of these moments and to docu-
ment their occurrences.

When teachers make miscues. Don Howard
has taught primary grades for many years in
southern Arizona and in the Chicago area. Don
discovered early in his teaching that it wasn’t
necessary to pretend to make miscues in order
to talk about them with his students. His stu-
dents noticed most of the miscues he made
spontaneously during his daily oral reading to
them. As Don realized the teaching potential
of the moments in which he made miscues, he
began to exploit his miscues whenever they oc-
curred. He talked with his students about how
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his miscues showed that he was a good reader
and that they were his way of always trying to
understand what he is reading.

Don believes that kids feel very comfort-
able when they see adults making mistakes. In
an environment where the authority in the
class makes mistakes, students can make mis-
takes as well. Students are willing to take risks
because they become aware that mistake mak-
ing is simply a natural part of learning. Don
makes this last statement explicit during ap-
propriate moments in the classroom and
encourages his students through open-ended
discussions to believe and talk this way them-
selves,

Don and his students explore the reasons
learners make miscues. They decide together
that some miscues are good ones and some are
not depending on whether the miscues make
sense. The good miscues are celebrated and
accepted as helpful to the students’ learning.
The other miscues need to be fixed, especially
if they are important to the reader’s compre-
hension. The reader decides which need to be
corrected and which are unimportant. In the
latter case, the reader usually decides not to
worry because the miscues don’t disrupt the
meaning construction of the story or article.

Many teachers produce tape recordings for
listening centers to accompany books they
want kids to read or that are the students’ fa-
vorites. I know teachers who spend hours
rereading to make the tapes completely accu-
rate. I suggest to them that high-quality mis-
cues be left on the tape and if a student notices,
the teacher has another critical moment to ex-
plore the significance of a miscue and to re-
flect on its meaning.

Using critical moments during reading
conferences. Don Howard also uses regularly
scheduled reading conferences to help his stu-
dents reflect on their effective reading strate-
gies. Students bring a book that they are read-
ing and start reading orally where they left off
in their silent reading, or they choose from a
carefully selected range of books, usually not
accessible to the students, that Don sets aside
for reading conferences. Don makes notes
about their miscues and their reading strate-
gies. When they finish their reading and com-
plete a retelling, Don asks the students to
discuss anything they noticed about their read-
ing that they would like to talk about. By fo-



cusing on the reasons for their miscues and the
range of strategies they use, the students come
to appreciate the flexibility they have in se-
lecting appropriate reading strategies. Don
says that he and the kids talk about strategies
and the role of making miscues daily.

Reading instructional episodes. Wendy
Hood, a primary teacher in Tucson, Arizona,
uses critical moment teaching when she leads
a reading strategy group of second graders.
She noticed one day, as the group was reading
a story silently together, that none of the stu-
dents knew the word mirror when they came
to the sentence He looked into the mirror at the
bottom of the page toward the end of Nick's
Glasses. The story is a take-off on a folk tale of
a wise man looking for his glasses and using
logical elimination to find them—on his fore-
head. Nick is involved in a similar search in
this story. Wendy noticed that when Eli came
to the bottom of the page, he hesitated for a
few seconds and then turned to the next page,
which showed the main character’s face cen-
tered within a frame. Eli looked back at the
word on the previous page and said aloud,
“That says mirror.”

“How did you figure that out?” Wendy
asked. Wendy queries kids’ responses regard-
less of whether the responses are the expected
ones or not. That way students don’t conclude
that she only questions them when their re-
sponses are wrong and they consider all of
their answers thoughtfully.

Eli said, “I sounded it out. See...mmm-
iiii-rrroooaaarrr.” Wendy responded by saying,
“You don’t call that mirroar, do you? Take an-
other minute and think about what you did.”

Then Eli reported: “I knew he was going
to find them. I wondered where he could be
looking that started with an m. I then looked
at the next page and saw him looking in the
mirror and then looked back at the word and I
knew it was mirror.”

After the other kids discussed whether
they agreed or disagreed with Eli’s explanation
and why, Wendy summarized the literacy les-
son they all shared: “You did a lot of good
things as you were reading. You knew that you
wanted the story to make sense and knew he
had to find his glasses. You knew that it would
be in a place so you were looking for a place
word; we call that a noun. You also used what
you know about the sounds of the language be-
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cause you looked at the first letter of the word.
You used the illustration to help you and de-
cided the word was mirror, and then you
checked yourself by looking back at the word
to see if all your thinking about it was right.
You did a lot of hard work on that; you used a
lot of good strategies and it worked for you.”

When Wendy teaches kindergarten, she of-
ten discovers that a few children read conven-
tionally but aren’t aware of their own abilities.
She helps such children think of themselves as
readers by involving them in talking about their
reading. In order to plan for such an experience,
Wendy carefully selects the written text to suit
the purpose of her interactions with the student.
In order to work with Robin, for example, she
selected a predictable book that had high corre-
lation between text and illustration but that had
an ending that shifted in a different way than the
more common predictable books do.

Wendy chose “Eek, A Monster,” a story
from an out-of-print basal reader, in which
boys and girls are chased by a monster. The
language of the text builds on and repeats com-
mon phrases such as: Boys. Boys run. Boys run
up. Boys run down. Towards the end there is a
page where the pattern changes, eliminating
the noun: Jump up. While reading, Robin
demonstrates a number of things that he knows
about reading. He knows how to handle a book
in terms of directionality and moving contin-
uously through the text page by page. He
makes good use of the illustrations. But he also
knows that the printed language that he reads
as Boys run is different than what he says when
he looks at the picture: “the boys are running.”
In other words, he knows that what he sees in
the illustration and the written language do not
match in any simplistic way.

Retrospective miscue analysis helps Robin
discover his power over print. When Robin got
to the page that says Jump up, he read: “Boys
jump up.” He looked closer at the print and read:
“Boys.” With his index finger, he touched the
word jump, and again read: “boys”; he touched
the word up and read: “jump.” He picked up his
finger, moved his head closer to the print, sat up
triumphantly, and read: “jumped up.”

Wendy used this critical moment to get
this 5-year-old to reflect on his reading. “Tell
me about what you just did.”

Robin replied, “It was supposed to say
Boys but there weren't enough words and that
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word is jump (pointing again to jump in the
text). It has the j.”

And Wendy said, probing a bit, “How did
you know that wasn't boys?”

And he said, “It’s jump like on the other
page,” and he turned back to a previous point
in the text where the word jump was first in-
troduced.

Wendy said, “That’s a good thing to do
when you read. You thought about what it
would be and when it didn’t match what you
saw, you thought about it again.”

And Robin responded, “I could read” and
proceeded to finish reading the story.

Over the back of a chair. When Alan
Flurkey moved to teaching first grade, he was
surprised that first graders could talk about the
reading process. He had used RMA with upper-
grade special education students and knew that
they could engage in retrospective miscue analy-
sis, but he didn’t expect first graders to discuss
reading with such sophistication. Alan often
walked around the room when the students were
reading independently, stopped at a child’s desk,
and asked him or her to keep reading but to read
aloud so he could hear. One day, early in the
school year, he stopped at Maureen’s table, peer-
ing over her shoulder. Maureen produced a mis-
cue, regressed to the beginning of the sentence,

self-corrected, and read on:
Text: As he turned the corner he saw the lion.
Maureen: As he turned the corner he was...(re-
gresses to beginning of sentence and
rereads) As he turned the corner he saw
the lion.

Alan wanted to help Maureen see the im-
portance of the predicting and confirming
strategy she was using. He waited until she
came to the end of the page where there was a
shift in the plot, and the following conversa-
tion took place.

Alan: I noticed that near the top of the page
you stopped, backed up and then contin-
ued to read, and I'm just wondering
what you were thinking about. Why did

you do that?
Maureen: (pointing) You mean up here?
Alan: Yes.

Maureen: Well, when I got to the middle of the
sentence, it didn’t make sense so I just

started over.

Alan: What didn’t make sense?

Maureen: Well, I thought it was going to say, like,
“...he was scared...,” was scared of
what was there. ..

Alan: So then what did you do?

Maureen: It didn’t say that so I just started over.
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Alan summarized for Maureen that she was
employing predicting, confirming, and self-
correcting strategies; that she was clearly
aware of how and when she was using these
strategies; and that she was able to discuss her
reading strategies with confidence.

Critical moment teaching provides power-
ful learning experiences for teachers and kids
and needs to be legitimatized in planning for
reading instruction. Critical teaching moments
not only document what knowledge students
use as they read but also reveal the knowledge
and capabilities of teachers. These important
moments show what teachers know about the
reading process, about language, and about
learning. They show what teachers know about
their students’ reading and how to select mate-
rials to meet their students’ needs.

Students who engage in retrospective mis-
cue analysis become articulate about the read-
ing process and their abilities as readers. In
order to use language with confidence, students
need to feel comfortable to make mistakes, to
ask “silly” questions, to experiment in ways
that are not always considered conventional.
Readers who are confident, who develop a cu-
riosity about how reading works, and who are
willing to take risks in employing “keep going”
strategies are most likely to become avid read-
ers. They are willing to risk struggling with a
text at times because they are confident that
eventually their meaning construction will be
successful. In addition, I have discovered that
RMA provides an environment in which stu-
dents become capable of talking and thinking
about the reading process. When they are in en-
vironments where what they have to say about
their reading and the reading of others is taken
seriously, the language that is necessary to dis-
cuss the issues emerges. Through kidwatching
using miscue analysis and RMA such insights
into readers’ abilities are readily available to
every teacher/researcher.

Retrospective miscue analysis is not neces-
sarily an easy strategy to put into practice be-
cause the procedure often means shifts in both
teachers’ and students’ views about readers and
the reading process. It means revaluing and
learning to trust the learning process and to re-
spect the learner. But I know of no experience
that provides teachers/researchers with greater
insights into the reader and the reading process.
There is much left to learn about how readers



of a range of ages talk and think about the read-
ing process. I know that planned RMA sessions
work well with middle school and older read-
ers. I believe that, for the most part, younger
readers are best served through more sponta-
neous conversations as reflected in critical mo-
ment teaching. All readers, including teachers,
benefit from critical moment teaching, which
most often turns into critical moment learning.
There is no doubt in my mind that the teacher is
the essential element in organizing classrooms
that invite readers to think seriously and talk
openly about reading and the reading process.

In closing I must make it clear that retro-
spective miscue analysis is a small part of a
reading program. The procedures that I have
described take place no longer than 40 minutes
a few times a week for middle school children
and older and much less than that for younger
children. The heart of a reading program is us-
ing reading as a tool to enrich literacy experi-
ences. As students read and write to get in
touch with their world, to discover worlds be-
yond theirs, to solve important problems, and
to inquire into significant questions, RMA and
related reading strategy instruction used se-
lectively by knowledgeable teachers can sup-
port the development of lifelong readers.

Author notes

The concepts of demythify and demystify
are from Barbara Flores in personal conversa-
tion and presentations at conferences.

I use teacher/researcher to recognize the
growing involvement of teachers in classroom
research as well as to denote that either teach-
ers or researchers may be engaged in RMA.

Goodman is Regents Professor of Education at
the University of Arizona, College of Education
(LRC #504, Tucson, AZ 85721, USA). She has
consulted with education departments and
spoken at conferences throughout the United
States and in many nations regarding issues
of language and literacy and implications for
language arts curriculum. She continues to re-
search in early literacy, biliteracy, and explor-
ing reading and writing processes. She has
popularized the term kidwatching and is a ma-
Jor spokesperson for whole language.
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